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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 19 and 73-87 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wang '1 54 in view of Coslett '867. 

Wang discloses everything except the frictional brake. Wang discloses a positive 
stop system that uses teeth. However, Coslett is analogous and he uses a frictional 
brake system, as seen in Fig. 22, wherein brake pad 72 engages spool 30 by way of 
biasing means 74, which may be selectively released. Such a teaching of a friction 
brake instead of a positive brake would provide ample suggestion to modify Wang to 
have such a friction brake which would prevent damage to the shade by releasing the 
cords under excessive force. 

Claim 88 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wang et 
al '154 in view of Coslett, as applied above, and further in view of Biro et al. 

Providing separate grooves for each cord on a cord storage spool is well known, 
as illustrated by Biro et al. In view of this teaching, it would have been obvious to 
provide one spool with separate grooves so as to reduce the number of spring motors 
and spools needed as well as to keep the cords from becoming entangled. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Regarding the arguments against Wang et al individually, the Examiner concedes that 
Wang et al does not teach every limitation recited. Wang et al is, however, used as a 
primary reference modified by Coslett as well as Biro et al. The shortcomings of Coslett 
and Biro et al are discussed. However, again, these references are not applied 
individually, but in support of Wang. Applicant argues that there is no suggestion of 
motivation to combine Wang with Coslett and Biro et al. However, ample motivation is 
provided as detailed in the rejection above, i.e. to prevent damage to the shade in the 
event of excessive pulling force on the lower rail, furthermore, the Supreme Court (in 
KSR) further stated that: 

"When a work is available in one field of endeavor, design incentives and other 
market forces can prompt variations of it, either in the same field or a different one. If a 
person of ordinary skill can implement a predictable variation, § 103 likely bars its 
patentability. For the same reason, if a technique has been used to improve one device, 
and a person of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that it would improve similar 
devices in the same way, using the technique is obvious unless its actual application is 
beyond his or her skill." And that "When considering obviousness of a combination of 
known elements, the operative question is thus "whether the improvement is more than 
the predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions." 
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Clearly, Wang, Coslett and Biro et al are each in the same field of endeavor, 
rendering such a modification well within the grasp of one of ordinary skill, even if not 
armed with the KSR decision. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Blair M. Johnson whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6830. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri., 6:30-3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Katherine Mitchell can be reached on (571) 272-7069. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Blair M. Johnson/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3634 
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